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ABSTRACT  
In recent years, the use of corpora has achieved increasing prominence for educational purposes in general, for second 
language vocabulary development in particular. To this end, the qualitative study reported in this article sought to find 
out learners’ perceptions related to the use of corpus assisted vocabulary learning activities in an EFL classroom. The 
study was carried out at an international high school in Istanbul, conveniently sampling 26 learners (16 male, 10 female). 
The learners were exposed to four unknown words for two classroom hours of activities prepared using a corpus program 
as in the literature (e.g., Thurstun & Candlin, 1998). Upon completion of the activities, data, first of all, came from a 
persona evaluation checklist. Then, reflection papers were collected, and at the end all learners interviewed. The 
qualitative data were transcribed and coded. The results showed that learners found corpus-assisted vocabulary learning 
activities interesting enough, identifying their thoughts with such expressions as “easy”, “fun”, “innovative”, 
“autonomous”, “practical”, but “complex”. Bearing all these results in mind, a series of implications are given and 
suggestions made for both language teachers and learners.  
INTRODUCTION 
Recent developments in the field of educational technology have led to a renewed interest in corpus-assisted language 
learning (Johns 1991; O’Keeffe, McCarthy & Carter, 2007; Flowerdew, 2012), which has been used interchangeably for 
different learning purposes, with a particular reference providing not only a better road for vocabulary development (e.g., 
Thurstun & Candlin, 1998; Binkai, 2012) or grammar teaching (e.g., Boulton, 2009; Smart, 2014; Lin & Lee, 2015) or 
writing skills (e.g., Quinn, 2014), but also a “language-learning activity” (e.g., Gavioli 1997, p. 84), or a self-correcting 
tool (e.g., Gaskell & Cobb 2004; Yoon 2008; Quinn, 2014). Given that corpus assisted language learning is made up of 
using technological tools, particularly concordancers, for pedagogical purposes (Gilquin & Granger, 2010), this study set 
out to explore, rather than measuring the effectiveness of corpus-assisted vocabulary learning activities, learners’ 
perceptions about how they found vocabulary activities prepared using concordancing lines. 
CORPUS-ASSISTED LANGUAGE LEARNING 
Corpus with its simplest definition is the collection of written or spoken texts stored on a computer for text analysis 
(O’Keeffe et al., 2007), and having both direct and indirect applications (Römer, 2011). It is on the one hand directly 
used as a language learning activity both in and out of classroom; on the other hand indirectly used as a language 
teaching resource.  
The direct use of corpora is most commonly in line with data-driven learning (DDL), a term derived by Tim Johns 
(1991). DDL is described as a tool by which learners can study a language, simply getting exposed to the input in 
concordancing lines (Frankenberg-Garcia, 2014), and analyzing ‘masses of input in a quest to become more familiar with 
structural regularities via inductive means’ (Geluso & Yamaguchi, 2014, p. 227). DDL can be viewed as a pivotal 
pedagogical tool on the grounds that it includes large amounts of text, and as it ‘involves skills such as scanning and 
comprehending and observing recurring patterns, and forming conclusions based on these reoccurrences’ (Quinn, 2014, 
p.167). In other words, learners explore data by themselves detecting ‘patterns among multiple language samples’ 
(Boulton, 2010, p. 535). Put simply, learners take advantage of corpora which allows them to discover either alone or in 
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pairs driving them both to notice and to identify linguistic features in data (Lin & Lee, 2015) – which is closely related to 
Schmidt`s (1990) noticing hypothesis as learners focus on either the form or the word itself in the concordancing lines.  
Corpus-assisted language learning is known to have various advantages such as facilitating multi-contextual lexical 
acquisition (O’Keeffe, McCarty, & Carter, 2007), bringing authenticity to classroom (Gilquin & Granger, 2010), and 
contributing to autonomous learning (Binkai, 2012). On the other hand, it is also known that concordancing lines lined up 
vertically with the words on their right and left side startle learners because of their physical appearance (Lamy & 
Klarskov Mortensen, 2012), challenging learners to interpret the concordance lines (Koosha & Jafarpour, 2006), and 
taking so much time processing the meaning of the word (Yoon, 2011; Quinn, 2014; Lin & Lee, 2015). Corpus-assisted 
language learning is however a well-known tool or a ‘promising technique’ (Gilquin & Granger, 2010, p. 367) by which 
learners contact with authentic language and discover either linguistic forms or lexis and develop important cognitive 
skills (Gilquin & Granger, 2010). 
The role of corpus-based instruction on vocabulary development has been investigated to date. To take a specific 
example, Thurstun and Candlin (1998) introduced concordancing program, Microconcord, which contains 1.016.000 
words taken from academic texts to teach learners frequently used academic English words. In their study, examples 
were, firstly, presented to the learners in concordance lines, which were then followed by a series of tasks/activities to 
ensure that the learners used the targeted items correctly and appropriately. Though learners were initially startled by the 
cut-off sentences of one-line concordances, both learners and teachers later admitted that such tasks based on corpora 
helped them to gain ‘helpful, very different and innovative’ (p. 277) insight into vocabulary development. Thurstun and 
Candlin (1998) therefore argued that the rich language context obtained by corpora, especially when the words are 
studied or exercised, gives learners ‘considerable opportunities’ (p. 278) to broaden both their lexical knowledge and/or 
grammatical awareness.  
Koosha and Jafarpour (2006) investigated the role of DDL and concordancing materials in the production of collocation 
of prepositions by English-major Iranian learners (n=200) in three different universities. The participants were divided 
into two groups, and related to prepositions and their collocational patterns while one received traditional instruction, the 
other, DDL-based instruction. The results showed that learners receiving DDL instruction outperformed those in the 
traditional group, which thereby further showed that DDL had a greater “explanatory power” (p. 202) compared to 
traditional ways that teachers generally use in the classroom.  
In another study, Binkai (2012) conducted a study on vocabulary learning using concordancers of a corpus (New College 
English Corpus and BNC). Then, to measure how much learners enjoyed corpus-driven vocabulary learning, Binkai gave 
a questionnaire to Chinese learners (n=87). The results showed that a large majority of learners either enjoyed (66.7%) or 
liked (29.8%) learning vocabulary using the corpus. When compared to traditional ways, this time many learners found 
corpus-driven way helpful (54%), although some (24.2%) argued both ways are similar. In addition, although some 
learners sometimes “felt dull and lost the interest” (p. 135), a large number (94.2%) still reported that their vocabulary 
knowledge improved to a greater extent, as ‘concordancing lines are of great help in discovering the collocation, 
colligation and prosody of the search word’ (p. 135). 
More recently, Quinn (2014) investigated how third-year tertiary learners (n=58) in an intermediate-level EFL writing 
course used corpora for the purpose of self-correcting teacher coded errors. After five-class introduction to general corpus 
usage, the learners revised texts familiarizing themselves with the process. The questionnaire data showed that the use of 
corpus as a learning activity helped learners to ‘write more naturally’ (p.173). 
Yılmaz and Soruç (2015) researched the effectiveness of a corpus program (COCA) on vocabulary development, 
assigning some learners (n=20) into the corpus group, others (n=20) into the control group. In an-eight-classroom hours 
of instruction, to learn 23 target unknown words (measured by a word recognition test prior to instructions), while 
learners in the corpus group were exposed to concordance lines, those in the control were engaged in traditional 
vocabulary activities such as finding synonyms, antonyms, etc. The word recognition test showed that the corpus group 
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scored significantly more than the control group; interviews that learners enjoyed learning by the corpus program as it 
provided them words in “repetitive context” (p. 2630). 
Several studies have showed that corpus-based programs and/or DDL is effective on the development of grammatical 
features (e.g., Boulton, 2009; Smart, 2014; Lin & Lee, 2015), lexis (Thurstun & Candlin, 1998; Binkai, 2012), writing 
skills (e.g., Quinn, 2014), collocation analysis (Frankenberg-Garcia, 2012), and error-correction (Gaskell & Cobb 2004). 
But it is still rare to find data about what corpus studies call for the language classroom pedagogy and what teachers do in 
the classroom (Mukherjee, 2006). More important, a large body of research remained limited to tertiary education 
(Chambers, 2007; Braun, 2007). This present study therefore seeks to find, but not limited to, the answers of the 
following research questions: 
RQ1: What do high school learners think about corpus-assisted vocabulary learning activities? 
RQ2: How much do learners feel satisfied with corpus-assisted vocabulary learning activities? 
THE STUDY 
Setting and Participants 
This study was carried out at an international high school in Istanbul at the beginning of fall term in 2015-2016 academic 
years. At the school 350 learners from approximately twenty nationalities were studying from kindergarten to Year 12. 
The school was a high-tech school, having technologically equipped classes as well as two computer laboratories. The 
learners were taking more than six hours of English classes, all taught by native American teachers. It was Year-9 
learners (N=30) with ages ranging from 13 to 14 (from 11 nationalities) that were conveniently chosen for the study. 
Prior to the study, the main research goal was explained, and confidentiality was assured. Then, learners were asked to 
sign that they agreed to participate to the study used for research purposes and possible publication. Except for two 
students, all were happy to sign and to participate. And as another two missed the instructions, it left 26 learners, of 
whom sixteen were males (61.5%); ten were females (39.5%). 
Selection of the Target Words 
The school curriculum followed Cambridge International Education (CIE), and the school chose an upper-intermediate 
English course book for learners at the level. To determine the target words, Michigan Proficiency Vocabulary Test 
(ECPE C2) with 50 vocabulary items was given, according to which words known at and above 7,7% were excluded, 
leaving at the end 4 target words (see figure 1 as a sample) to be taught by using corpus-assisted vocabulary learning 
activities (see sample activities below).  
 
 words 
Correct 
answer 
% words  
Correct 
answer 
% 
proponent* 0 0.0 painstakingly 2 7.7 
dispel* 0 0.0 voraciously 2 7.7 
denigrate* 1 3.8 curb 3 11.5 
vie* 1 3.8 adept 3 11.5 
crease 2 7.7 looming 5 19.2 
               Figure 1.  The selection of the words (with asterisk) below 7, 7 per cent. 
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Instructional Treatment  
After the target words were selected, learners were initially trained on how they could take advantage of corpus-assisted 
vocabulary learning activities. To illustrate, learners were first introduced to British National Corpus – a free-to-access 
online database containing 100,000,000 English words, and then given some information about how they could search 
and use themselves concordance lines to learn the meaning of unknown words.  
After training was completed, learners were handed out vocabulary activities prepared using concordance lines and 
following those in Thurstun and Candlin (1998) – all prepared to expose learners to the targeted four words in two intact 
regular classroom hours. Throughout the instructional period, learners received same number and type of activities for all 
four of the words. They were, for instance, asked to have a look at the concordances and to “familiarize” themselves and 
to practice at the end (see sample activity types for the word “vie” below).   
Activity 1.  Concordance lines to guess the meaning of the word “vie” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Activity 2.  Concordance lines to familiarize learners with the word “vie”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After learners were familiar with the meaning of the targeted word, they were given further activities to consolidate the 
use of the word, for instance, “vie”. Therefore, they were strongly advised to look at the concordance lines, and 
encouraged to be more careful about the language surrounding the key word. To make them practice, activity 3 was 
given, and asked learners to decide whether “vie” goes with “for” or “with” by getting help from the activity 1.  
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Activity 3.  Concordance lines to practice prepositional uses of the word “vie”  
After learners were familiarized with filling gaps, or confirming the meaning of the words doing true/false activities, to 
increase their familiarity further as in Thurstun and Candlin (1998), matching exercises were given as well (see activity 
4). 
Activity 4.  Concordance lines to match parts of sentences using the word “vie”  
  
In the final group activities, learners were asked to write sentences using the target word such as “vie”, generally either 
creating a new sentence (activity 5) or paraphrasing the sentence (activity 6), so that they could produce a sentence using 
and testing their knowledge of the target word as well as noticing their different forms and meanings thanks to the earlier 
activities.  
Activity 5. Supplementary words to produce a new sentence using the word “vie”  
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Activity 6. Rewrite the sentences using the word “vie”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
With these series of activities as suggested by Thurstun and Candlin (1998), instructional period was completed, pushing 
learners into being engaged in corpus-assisted vocabulary activities based on the following processes as “look”, 
“familiarize”, “practice”, and “create”. 
Data Collection Instruments and Procedure 
As soon as the instruction was over, to explore learners` perceptions related to corpus-assisted vocabulary learning 
activities, three data collection instruments were used: reflection papers, semi-structured interviews and persona 
evaluation scale – all were to triangulate “the validity and reliability of the information” (Johnson, 1992, p. 146). In the 
reflection paper, learners were asked twice immediately after classes to write what they thought about corpus-assisted 
vocabulary learning activities, how they found concordances to learn vocabulary, and whether the activities sufficed to 
develop their vocabulary knowledge. They all wrote. 
In addition, a persona evaluation five-point Likert scale (Fig. 2) was developed to explore how much learners felt 
satisfied with doing the activities, changing their responses from the least satisfaction level (1= Not at all satisfied) to the 
most satisfaction level (5= Extremely satisfied). 
1 2 3 4 5 
not at all satisfied 
slightly satisfied moderately 
satisfied 
very satisfied extremely satisfied 
Fig. 2. A persona evaluation scale to measure learners’ level of satisfaction 
Finally, to collect further qualitative support, 10 learners were randomly selected for semi-structured interview sessions – 
all were conducted immediately after classes meeting with learners individually in an office at the school and showing 
learners the activities done in the classroom to remind them. It was semi-structured interview, because it was thought for 
the study to be ’less rigid’ (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 173) and the interviewer (the first author) could use a series of 
written questions to guide him on the one hand, and could feel free to probe into new topics. Some of the main questions, 
however, addressed in the interviews were as follows: 
1. How effective did you find corpus-assisted vocabulary learning? 
2. What did you like and dislike most? 
3. Did you learn or not? Why? 
4. How did you feel when you were doing the exercises? 
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Data Analysis 
To analyze the qualitative data, a grounded approach (e.g., Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Dörnyei, 2007) was adopted for the 
analysis of learners’ comments collected from reflection papers and of those transcribed from the interviews. According 
to this approach, the collected data was first analyzed by open coding, an ‘interpretive process by which data are broken 
down analytically’ (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 12), followed by axial coding, where the researchers associated the 
categories with their subcategories and analyzed the relationships among categories, and lastly, by selective coding, 
where one or more core categories were selected to generate main theme that linked the categories. In the analysis stage, 
between the researchers some discussions were made for whether to add one more theme to the found already (see the 
themes found below); but thanks to “peer debriefing” sessions occurring ‘between the evaluator and a “disinterested 
peer” (author’s quotations) concerning the evaluation findings, conclusions, and tentative hypotheses’ (Lynch, 1996, p. 
67), the disparities about the inclusion of a possible theme were negotiated and resolved. As to the analysis of persona 
evaluation scale, descriptive statistics were run; namely, percentages of learners’ responses were calculated. 
RESULTS 
Results – Interview and Reflection Data 
According to the analyses, five common themes were explored, all describing corpus-assisted vocabulary learning 
activities: Innovative, autonomous, easy and fun, practical, and complex. 
Innovative 
It was extracted from both reflection papers and semi-structured interviews that learners had their best interests at heart 
about corpus-assisted vocabulary activities, notably pointing out that   they had never used before such a learning tool as 
corpus to assist them to develop their vocabulary knowledge in English.  
Many learners (n=15) stated that they found corpus and concordance a new and a useful vocabulary learning equipment. 
Some, for instance, specifically stated that 
“Concordance helped me know how to expand my knowledge and vocabulary in ways I didn’t know about.” 
“It was very effective and new because it changed the way I learn words. It was very helpful.” 
“It is really good if you need a sample sentence to help define a word. It is original.” 
“Concordance will be very useful in the 21st century when people need to learn new things from computer. And 
this tool is very new to me.” 
Autonomous 
Concordance lines, searching for words, guessing meanings, confirming/disconfirming the hypotheses – all helped 
learners to work either individually or in pairs, and to feel more responsible and more autonomous and more independent 
about their learning, which might not have been attained easily by doing traditional vocabulary learning activities. 
Learners’ responses (n=17) showed that corpus-based activities enhance autonomy, some of which are given as follows: 
“This method is probably the best way of learning because it is very understandable and can be done anywhere 
at home for instance by yourself.” 
“From now on it is my favorite method of learning a new word. I will use this method next time I learn a new 
word.” 
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“I found out that there is a new website (BNC) where I can search and learn new words by myself.” 
“It helped me to gain great personal initiative. I started learning by myself.”  
“I think upper intermediate learners should take charge of their own learning; therefore, I liked this type of 
activities.”  
Easy and fun 
The learners also had a lot of fun doing corpus-assisted vocabulary activities. For instance, a large majority of learners 
(n=24) expressed that they enjoyed concordance lines and related activities. However, similar number of learners still 
argued that without training, the concordance tool and/or activities would be meaningless and dull. Some specific 
expressions were as follows: 
“I had a great fun doing the activities, searching in the lines and trying to understand the sentences.” 
“It is really hard to understand unless you have a tutor. Without anyone to help you, it is very hard to use it.” 
“I felt smart while I was doing the exercises. I learned a new word in a few minutes without struggling because 
it is easier to use rather than a dictionary where you have to look through all those pages.” 
“I felt weird since I didn’t understand what they were about but I later understood what they were about and I 
enjoyed it. 
“I felt great and energized as if I drank two large cups of coffee.” 
Practical 
Learners grasped not only the meaning, but also use of the words. Specifically, they learned collocations; that is, 
knowledge of how words are essentially combined to build blocks of words. Some learners (n=12) similarly stated, for 
instance, that  
“I liked concordance lines because it helped me improve my English, especially my knowledge of words going 
together in the sentence. It was simple” 
“It gave me great opportunity to practice not only the meaning of new words but also the structure of sentences, 
tenses, and sentence context.” 
“It was an efficient or practical way to use these daily new words in the activities rather than using traditional 
ways to know their definition.” 
“Doing corpus-based activities was very workable for me. They were doable.” 
Complex 
Although a large number of learners favored corpus-assisted learning activities and liked learning vocabulary doing these 
activities, almost all learners (n=21) still argued that concordance lines, generally in abbreviated or in an uncompleted 
form, made it difficult for them to understand the real meaning of the sentence, given further the fact that the sentences in 
the corpus were collected spoken and written data from native speakers of English. In other words, they found these 
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halved sentences confusing. It was confusing, because learners could not bridge the meaning lying behind the word 
targeted and that in the front, which led many learners to spend much more time than expected. Some statements are as: 
“Many distinct sentences are shown, which overstressed me.” 
“It is really hard to find the one you are looking for in the sentences.” 
“Sentences were a little bit difficult for me to interpret.” 
“I can’t combine the meaning in the sentences.” 
“These sentences or words are not for me, they are for native speakers. I paid great effort to understand them.” 
Results – Persona evaluation scale  
Persona evaluation scale was additionally given to explore how much the learners were satisfied with corpus-assisted 
vocabulary activities. Only percentages of responses were calculated to find out learners’ satisfaction level. According to 
the results, it revealed that with corpus-assisted vocabulary learning activities 
• 69.2 % of the learners (n=18) were extremely satisfied  
• 19. 2 % (n=5) very satisfied 
• 11.6% (n=3) moderately satisfied 
Although a large number of learners (n=21) both wrote in their reflection papers and stated in the interviews that 
concordance lines caused remarkable difficulty or complexity for them to grasp words or the meaning of the whole 
sentence, they nevertheless did not show any level of dissatisfaction in the persona evaluation scale. That is, all learners 
were found satisfied enough with the activities prepared using corpus although the activities were still argued to be 
difficult, or sometimes complex. To conclude, the results of the satisfaction scale corroborated those of interviews, and 
reflections of learners.  
DISCUSSION 
As can easily be noticed from the design of the study, this research set out to explore learners’ perceptions of and 
attitudes to corpus-assisted vocabulary learning activities, not their effectiveness on vocabulary development in second 
language,. Data gathered by reflection papers, interviews, and satisfaction scale showed us that learners favored corpus-
based activities when learning or discovering the meanings of new words to them, describing the activities with the words 
as “innovative”, “easy and fun”, “practical”, and “explorative”. Namely, not only did they state that they liked doing the 
activities, but claimed that they wanted to use corpus in the future when learning new words.  
Being an “innovative approach” (Thurstun & Candlin, 1998, p. 277) to second language vocabulary development and 
providing “a rich experience” (ibid.: p. 277) with multiple examples of words, word groups or collocations in authentic 
examples, corpus-assisted vocabulary activities helped learners in this study both discover the meaning of the new words 
and notice different uses of targeted words in different sentences. Schmidt (1990) argued that ‘noticing is the necessary 
and sufficient condition for converting input to intake’ (1990, p. 129), which might be done only ‘when the demands of a 
task focus attention on what is to be learned’ (ibid., p. 129). As many learners (n=17), for instance, pointed out that they 
felt more responsible about their own learning because the activities encouraged them to do further research, they noticed 
many more different uses of targeted words in the sentences, which may lend support to Schmidt’s (1994) noticing 
hypothesis.  
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Authenticity is also an important matter of fact that teachers should consider well, which, according to the results of this 
study, was achieved by corpus-assisted vocabulary learning activities as with the results of the earlier research (e.g., 
Gilquin & Granger, 2010; Yoon, 2011). Authenticity appeared, because the more learners were engaged in doing the 
activities, the more they were exposed to the real uses of the targeted words in authentic sentences either written or 
spoken by native speakers of English, thus helping learners to notice and practice words in their real uses and in their 
different forms (e.g., Frankenberg-Garcia, 2014; Leel, 2011). This finding was encountered in the interviews made with 
the learners, arguing for instance that “it helped me greatly broadening my vocabulary knowledge in a correct and 
original way”, “it enabled me to produce sentences from the original sentences” and “I learned how native speakers used 
the words in sentences”. Teachers should therefore think about the degree of authenticity of the materials that they take 
into their classroom, and seek for much better ways to operationalize authenticity, or to incorporate corpus into material 
development. 
In addition, corpus-assisted learning activities were found to enhance autonomy of the learners, as they found many 
opportunities ‘to control their own learning’ (Binkai, 2012, p. 135) or to study in pairs working out the meanings of the 
words. As learners were more engaged, they were more motivated to learning words using a new tool, and by doing so 
with higher motivation learners gained an ability to become autonomous or an ability to exercise autonomy (e.g., 
Cotterall, 2008; Wenden, 1991), which Holec (1981) defined as “the ability to take charge of one’s own learning” (p. 3). 
Given that in today’s classroom as learners generally have smart phones, teachers could take advantage of mobile 
learning preparing corpus-assisted activities; learners, therefore, may not be restricted to school or classroom only. For 
instance, one of the learners stated similarly in the interviews that “I am definitely going to use this tool at home while 
learning new words. This refreshed my mind on learning new words and collocations.” 
Despite having reached its results by qualitative data collection instruments, the present study can still get support from 
the similar results of the quantitative studies in the literature. For instance, Geluso and Yamaguchi (2014) asked Japanese 
learners (n=30) at tertiary level to search for words and phrases using a corpus tool named as Corpus of Contemporary 
American English (COCA), and their results from a questionnaire, interviews, and reflection blogs showed that although 
having some “reservations” (p. 240), the learners still stated that they liked using corpora, and described it as “a good 
tool” (p. 240). Yılmaz and Soruç (2015) likewise reached similar conclusions about the effectiveness of using corpora for 
vocabulary development, finding out that learners exposed to corpus-based instruction performed much beter on the word 
recognition test than those receiving traditional instruction. In another study, Çelik (2011) used two instructional types, 
namely comparing corpus to online dictionary use, involving 68 learners at tertiary level, to teach ten collocations in five 
sessions. Pre/posttest results showed that learners receiving vocabulary instruction through corpora remembered much 
more than those engaged in online dictionary use.  
The use of corpora has been confirmed not only in teaching vocabulary (e.g., Thurstun & Candlin, 1998; Çelik & Keser, 
2010) or grammar (e.g., Lin & Lee, 2015), but in developing language skills as well. For instance, Yoon (2008) defined 
corpus a tool serving as a “meaningful reference” and/or as a “catalyst” (p. 44) to mediate learners in their writing, and to 
enhance learners’ awareness especially related to “common usage and collocation in writing.” (p. 44). 
Nevertheless, such type of corpus activities was not without problems. One potential weakness was that learners are more 
likely to be confused by physical appearance of concordancing lines (Lamy & Klarskov Mortensen, 2007). At first sight, 
although the learners in this study were trained about concordances, they could not develop immediate strategies to 
further their vocabulary knowledge. Nor could they extract instantly the real meaning of the targeted word, either because 
of the complexity of the words or because of the halved sentences. Therefore,  
• teachers should bring specifically prepared and carefully selected sentences into the classroom.  
• complexity, difficulty, and abstractness of the words should be well thought when preparing corpus-assisted 
vocabulary activities. 
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• corpus-based activities should not be the single source of activity; they should be, rather, given whether to 
provide a fresh start or to meet learners’ needs. 
• strategy training should be given to learners as to how they can manage to establish the meaning of the sentence 
or to guess the meaning of the word. 
The role of emotions and psychological factors in language learning, or affective aspects, are of greater importance in 
second language classroom (e.g., Brewer, 2010, 2013; Dewaele, 2011). Individual learner differences such as motivation, 
learner beliefs, attitudes, personality features, and identities (e.g., Soruç & Griffiths, 2015, Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2009) – 
all these differences can be related to affect, or emotional level of learners. This situation was also found in the responses 
of learners gathered by persona evaluation or satisfaction scale, according to which all learners were satisfied with the 
corpus-based activities. Surprisingly never did a learner state that s/he was not satisfied with the activities. It was due to 
the fact that the learners felt satisfied, they approached to the activities in a positive manner. 
Even though this study was conducted in an EFL setting, the following implications can still be useful for both EFL and 
ESL learners or teachers. 
● Language teachers should find ways to enhance learners` autonomy to make learners use their own potential. 
● Excessive or repetitive usage of concordance lines can make learners bored; the instruction monotonous 
(Thurstun & Candlin, 1998). Therefore, learners’ needs should be thought carefully. 
● Different ways to mobile learning could be sought, as it can be found simply in today’s classrooms. 
● Gilquin & Granger (2010) claims the reason why teachers do not benefit from corpus assisted language learning 
is that they do not know how to take advantage of corpora. Teachers could be trained as to how they can use 
corpus effectively in the classroom, so that they can have corpus pedagogical knowledge. 
● Proficiency level of learners should be carefully considered when preparing or using corpus-assisted vocabulary 
learning activities. It would be much more efficient in the upper-intermediate and advanced levels. 
Conclusion 
Although this study is qualitative, having aimed to explore learners’ qualitative perceptions of and attitudes to corpus-
assisted vocabulary learning activities, and its results are limited to the data collected from one setting in a short 
instructional period of time, its findings are still consistent with those in the literature (e.g., Thurstun & Candlin, 1998). 
All learners were found satisfied with the activities; a large majority found the activities innovative, easy and fun, and 
practical. Although learners were puzzled by the concordancing lines at first sight, they still liked doing the activities on 
their own. Future research studies can still be carried out to further investigate, if any, greater effectiveness of corpus-
assisted learning activities on vocabulary improvement designing more controlled experimental groups. 
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